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The Way of Life Named Farming-Fisherman：
“A Farming and Fishing Village” Criticism as the Fishing Village Type
YASUMURO Satoru
This article focuses on a sea village which has been conventionally considered as a “fishing 
village” to study the basic subsistence structure and its changes in the early modern period, and the 
consciousness of people in the selection of their subsistence methods. The idea of a sea village does 
not just mean a location facing the sea. Nor does it only mean a village at the development stage before 
being specialized as a fishing village （fishery）. It is naturally intended to free such villages from the 
fishing village type known as a “farming and fishing village” created by researchers.
First, attention was paid to the self-recognition of “farming-fisherman” of people in a sea village of 
the Miura Peninsula which is the main topic in this article, and a study was conducted. As a result, it 
was found that the farming-fisherman must meet the following conditions.
1. Must belong to the largest group of landownership of the area under tillage of less than 10 are.
2. Must not own oxen and horses.
3. Must not own paddy fields.
4. Most of the agricultural products must be self-consumed.
5. Most of the fishery products to be self-consumed must be fished by themselves.
6. Most of the income from business must depend upon fishing.
7. Must be a regular member of the sea labor union.
8. Must call themselves “farming-fisherman” and be recognized so by other people in the village.
As described above, the article clarifies that the sea village earns a living not only by fishing but 
also by the combination of various businesses such as farming, peddling, working in factory, etc., and 
such combination of various businesses can never be bracketed into the concept of a “farming and 
fishing village,” but it is individual and variable depending on the times and families reflecting the 
family structure and the market needs based on the sharing of roles between men and woman, and 
old and young.
Key words: Farming-fisherman, sea village, subsistence composition, farming and fishing village, 
folklore
322
Bulletin of the National Museum of Japanese History






























































































































































































































































































































　昭和 25-30 年当時，多いときには 1 反（10㌃）当たり玄米で 5 俵（300㌕）ほどの収穫があった
が，湿田のため栽培できる品種は限られていた。また，どのような品種を作っても高く売れるよう
な美味しいものはできなかったとされる。佐島のヤトダは，1 枚が 1 畝（1㌃）から大きいもので
も 5 畝ほどしかなかった。Ｆ家では合計 9 反の水田を持っていたが，それは 15 枚に分かれていた。
平均すると，1 枚当たり 6 畝となり，佐島の平均より大きくなるが，それはＦ家の田の多くが隣村
の長坂（オカの村＝内陸農村）にあったためで，なかには 1 枚が 1 反 5 畝のものもあった。




















































































































































































































てはならないため，ムギマキにはどうしても 4 人の人手が必要となる。クワで土を起こす役 1 人，
堆肥を施す役 2 人，種まき役 1 人の計 4 人である。このとき，種まき役は一番力の弱い老母でよい
が，堆肥を施す役に妻と老父，そしてクワで土を起こす役として力のある男手（Ｆ氏）が必要となっ































































































































































































































































　Ｆ氏は，婿に入った昭和 20 年代から昭和 35 年ころまでの間，佐島から横須賀の町場（上町や深
田台などの住宅街）まで片道 6 里（24㌖）の道範を牛車をウシに引かせてコエトリに行っていた。
正月休み明けの 1 月 15 日から 3 月くらいまでの冬季の仕事で，3-7 日に 1 度の割合で通った。1 軒
当たり，ひと冬に 6 回程度，月に 3 回は行かないと汲み取りが間に合わないとされる。
　コエは自家用にするとともに大半は売るためのもので，役所に届けて金を納め，汲み取りの許可
を得ていた。納める金額は，昭和 30 年頃，汲み取り先 30 軒分で 15 円ほどであった。そうして役
所では汲み取りの申請者にそれぞれ地区を割り当てていた。
　コエトリには朝 4 時に佐島を出発し，村に戻ってくると夕方であった。牛車に積める 15 本の肥
桶をすべて満たしてから昼食をとるが，横須賀上町のほぼ決まった食堂に立ち寄った。コエをいっ
ぱいに入れると肥桶 1 本が 11 貫（約 36㌕）になった。昭和 20 年代には肥桶 1 本分のコエは 25 銭
で売ることができるため，1 日で 2 円 75 銭の儲けになった。ひと冬に 20 から 25 回程度コエトリ
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　世界農林業センサス集落カードによれば，1970 年には総戸数 372 戸のうち 73 戸が農家となって
いる。以後，1980 年：農家数 39 戸（総戸数 439 戸），1990 年：18 戸（514 戸），2000 年：8 戸（662
戸）となる。また，農家のうち専業はほとんどなく，1970，1980，1990 ともに 1 戸に過ぎず，ほ
とんどが第 2 種兼業である。また田のある農家の変遷をみてみると，1970 年：32 戸（総水田面積 4.8
㌶），1980 年：9 戸（1.2㌶），1990 年：6 戸（1.3㌶），2000 年：1 戸（0.08㌶）となっている。高度
経済成長以降，新住民が増えて総戸数が 10 年に 100 戸単位で増加しているのに対して，農家数は





　そうした状況は漁業も同じである。1998 年調査の漁業センサスによると，総戸数 575 戸のうち
漁業世帯は 136 戸（漁業世帯員数 466 人）となっている。漁家割合は約 24 パーセントに過ぎない。
また，漁業世帯のうち農業と兼業する家は 0 である。センサスでは佐島は第 2 種漁港を有する漁業
集落と認められるが，すでに主な産業は漁業でも農業でもなく第 3 次産業となっている。つまり，
1998 年には，漁師百姓はおろか，百姓漁師もセンサスの上では佐島から消滅したことになる。
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Farming-Fisherman and Fishing-Farmer：
Subsistence Composition and Paddy Field in the Sea Village
YASUMURO Satoru
This article is a sequel to the preceding article The way of life named Farming-fisherman: “a 
farming and fishing village”  criticism as the fishing village type ［Yasumuro, 2010］. This article studies 
the existence of various ways of life in the same sea village by focusing on “farming-fisherman” and 
“fishing-farmer” that indicate the self-recognition of people in the village.
It was found that there are two major orientations in the life of the sea village which has been 
generalized as a “farming and fishing village” conventionally. One is the farming-fisherman, and the 
other is the fishing-farmer. There is no difference between the farming-fisherman and the fishing-
farmer in the aspect of the subsistence composition of farming and fishing. However, while the former 
depended largely on fishing, the latter had several subsistence methods to produce income such as 
farming, fishing, transportation, etc. In other words, while the farming-fisherman earned a living with 
a single subsistence method, the fishing-farmer implemented a subsistence strategy to earn a living 
with multiple methods.
The difference between them in the orientation of earning also affected the sharing of roles 
among family members for subsistence. In the case of the farming-fisherman, the division of roles 
was clear: men earned a living, and women assumed self-consumption. Meanwhile, in the case of the 
fishing-farmer, such clear division between men and women was not possible. This means that the 
fishing-farmer implemented a subsistence strategy in which the whole family earned a living and also 
assumed self-consumption.
As a background to the dif ference between them in the orientation of subsistence strategy, 
particularly earning, the ownership of paddy fields draws attention. There is a clear distinction 
between those who owned paddy fields （fishing-farmer） and those who did not （farming-fisherman）. 
The degree of their subsistence composition also depended largely on rice. For the farming-fisherman 
who did not own paddy fields, rice was basically something to buy. On the other hand, the fishing-
farmer was able to produce rice himself.
At the same time, paddy fields and their mode of ownership indicated the social stratum in the sea 
village. This means that paddy fields existed not only for producing rice, but also as symbolic spaces 
which reflected the social stratum in the sea village. Whether they owned paddy fields or not was 
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also reflected clearly in the difference between them in subsistence strategy. This emerged as the 
difference between the farming-fisherman and the fishing-farmer in Sajima.
Key words: Farming-fisherman, fishing-farmer, sea village, subsistence composition, paddy field
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